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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

The application has been carefully reviewed in light of the Office Action dated 
August 2, 2005. This communication is believed to be a full and complete response to that 
Office Action. Claims 1-29 were pending in the present application prior to entry of the present 
amendments. By the present Office Action claims 1-29 have been rejected. 

By the present amendment, claim 1 has been canceled. Claims 2-29 remain in 
the application upon entry of the present amendment. 

Support for these amendments can be found in the original specification, and 
thus, no new matter has been added. Applicant reserves the right to pursue all original claims 
in this or other patent applications. Reconsideration and reexamination of the present 
application is respectfully requested in light of the foregoing amendments and in view of the 
following remarks, which establish that the pending claims are directed to allowable subject 
matter 

II. SUMMARY OF THE AMENDMENTS 

In the Claims 

Claim 1 has been canceled. 

III. CLAIM REJECTIONS 

A. Under 35 U,S.C.§ 112 

The Primary Examiner has rejected Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph, as being incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap 
between the steps. MPEP § 2172.01. The Examiner states that the omitted steps are: selecting 
the wireless path when the wireless device is present or selecting the landiine path when the 
wireless device is not present. The Primary Examiner further notes that the claim does not 
explicitly rule out selecting the landiine when the wireless device is present. Claim 1 has been 
canceled, and thus, this rejection is moot. 
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B. Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner has the burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness 
when rejecting claims under 35 U.S. G. 103(a). The CAFC (and the CCPA before it) has 
repeatedly held that, absent some teaching on.suggestion in a primary reference supporting a 
modification or combination of references, an arbitrary modification of the primary reference or 
combination of references is improper. ACS Hospital Systems, Inc. v. Montefiore Hospital, 732 
F.2d 1572, 1577 (Fed. Cir. 1984). in re Ge/ger, 815 F.2d 686, 688 (Fed. Cir. 1987). For these 
reasons and others as discussed below, the Examiner has failed to make out a prima facie 
case of obviousness. Each of the Examiner's rejections will now be discussed in view of the 
above prevailing case law. 

To establish prima facie case of obviousness, three criteria must be met. First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the references or to 
combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of sucrcess. 
Finally, the prior art references when combined must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 
See e.g., In re Dembiczak, 175 F.3d 994 (Fed. Cir. 1999); In re Rouffet, 149 F.3d 1350, 1355 
(Fed. Cir. 1998); Pro-Mold & Tool Co. v. Great Lakes Plastics, Inc., 75 F.3d 1568, 1573 (Fed. 
Cir. 1996), 

Obviousness can only be established -by combined or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion or 
motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See MPEP § 2143.01; In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 
(Fed. Cir. 1988). The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the 
reasonable expectation of success must be found in the prior art, and not based on the 
applicant's disclosure. See MPEP. § 2142. 

i. Claims 1-2, 10-17, 23-34 and 28-29 

The Office Action rejected Claims 1-2, 10-17, 23-34 and 28-29_under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,263,050 to Akhteruzzaman et al 
C Akhteruzzaman 9 ) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,844,813 to Hardman (Hardmatf). The Office 
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Action states, inter alia, that Akhteruzzaman teaches means for receiving the signals from the 
alarm system control panel (ASCP), and means for selectively relaying the signals to the 
remote monitoring center (RMC) via either a wireless device or a landline connector. The 
Office Action correctly indicates that Akhteruzzaman "is silent on based on the presence of the 
wireless device." Hardman is offered by the Primary Examiner in combination with 
Akhteruzzaman to teach "means for 'switching* between landline and cellular links depending if 
a mobile unit is near the alarm system.* Claim 1 has been canceled. Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection and request reconsideration and withdrawal thereof. 

Neither Akhteruzzaman nor Hardman teaches all of the limitations of the 
Independent claims 

Neither reference teaches the limitations recited by independent Claims 1-2. 16 

and 28-29 . specifically - selectively relaying signals to a remote monitoring center via either a 

wireless device or a landline connector, based on the presence of the wireless device (Claim 1); 

if a wireless device has been communicatively associated with the intelligent interface, relaying 

the signals to the remote monitoring center via a wireless device (Claim 16); or detecting that 

the wireless device is [or is not] present and switching the transmission path from a landline 

path to a wireless path based on the detecting step (Claims 28 and 29). Rather, transmitting 

via a wireless device as opposed to via a landline is based upon "detection of 

telecommunications line abnormalities" in Akhteruzzaman (Abstract) and is not disclosed at all 

in Hardman. In fact, Hardman fails to disclose selective transmission altogether, and teaches 

away from transmission via a landline, teaching instead no transmission at all in absence of a 

wireless device. According to Hardman: 

In practice, the vending machine 10 should try to send the VIDTS data to a 
remote location at least once a day so as to promote efficient servicing of the 
vending machine 10. In the past, this was done via a landline or via a long range 
wireless connection, such as a cellular phone call. This requires either the 
installation of the landline or cellular coverage. The present invention addresses 
this by installing the short range communication circuit 38 in the vending 
machine 10.... 

At least because neither Akhteruzzaman nor Hardman teaches or suggests the 
limitations of the independent claims in the instant application, these claims are patentable over 
these references, as are all of the claims depending therefrom. 
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Modifying Akhteruzzaman as suggested would destroy its stated purpose 

The Office Action 83serts that it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Akhteruzzaman such that it is based on the presence of 
the wireless device to provide means for offloading alarm communications when the mobile 
device is present so as not to tie-up the landline line. See p. 4. We disagree. 

The Federal Circuit has held that it is improper to modify a reference in a way 

that destroys the intent, purpose, or function of the invention disclosed in the reference. In re 

Gordon, 733 R2d 900 (Fed. Cir. 1984). This proposed modification would render the invention 

of Akhteruzzaman unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, and thus, there is no suggestion or 

motivation to make the proposed modification. The stated purpose of the invention of 

Akhteruzzaman is to alert authorities whenever a telecommunications line interconnected to a 

security system becomes inoperable. See Col. 2, IL 11-12 (italics added). In fact, according to 

the disclosure of Akhteruzzaman: 

in each of the above-described embodiments, a security system operates even 
when its telecommunications connection is severed. In other words, subscribers 
of security system services are assured that even if their telephone line is 
severed, the central monitoring service system will be notified of the abnormality 
and can respond accordingly. 

Col. 7, II. 32-34. Certainly, the stated purpose of Akhteruzzaman cannot be achieved if 
notification of the central monitoring service is conditioned on the presence of the wireless 
device as the Office Action suggests. In contrast, the systems and methods of the Applicant's 
invention provide an intelligent interface that relays alarm event data signals from the alarm 
system control panel to the remote monitoring center via a landline connection unless a 
wireless device has been placed in a cradle that is integral to or associated with the interface. 
Specification 14 (emphasis added). 

For this additional reason, the independent claims in the instant application, as 
well as the claims depending therefrom, are patentable over these references. Specifically, the 
cited references do not teach or suggest the claimed invention, and modifying Akhteruzzaman 
to include the teachings of Hardman is contrary to the intended purpose of Akhteruzzaman. 
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Akhteruzzaman als o does not teach relaying the signals to the RMC if the 
detecting means fails to detect that the wireless device is present 

The Office Action asserts that Akhteruzzaman teaches the limitations of Claims 
10 and 17 , including "wherein if the detecting means fails to detect that the wireless device is 
present, the intelligent interface relays the signals to the remote monitoring center via the 
landline connector (Akhteruzzaman's 'default' communications path is via the landline, see 
abstract and C3, L38-41)/ 7 Office Action at p. 4. We traverse this rejection as well. 

Akhteruzzaman does not teach, neither alone nor in combination with 
Hardman, relaying the signal via the landline if the detecting means fails to detect that the 
wireless device is present. The Primary Examiner is correct in that recited text does indicate 
that the default communications path is "normally" via the landline, but the condition that serves 
to maintain this default setting in Akhteruzzaman has no relation to the condition that causes 
the Applicant's invention to relay signals via the landline. The latter condition is recited by 
Claim 10, wherein if the detecting means fails to detect that the wireless device is present, the 
intelligent interface relays the signals to the remote monitoring center via the landline 
connector. Similarly, Claim 17 recites if a wireless device has not been communicatively 
associated with the intelligent interface, relaying the signals to the remote monitoring center via 
a landline. The disclosure of Akhteruzzaman reinforces the Applicant's position, stating that u a 
wireless call is placed by a security system wireless telephone to the central monitoring service 
system upon inoperability of a wireline telecommunications line" (col. 5, II. 39-42), and "wireless 
phone 110 is programmed to dial a call and issue data when telecommunications line 152 is 
inoperable and cannot relay messages." Col. 5, II. 54-56. Hardman fails to teach this condition 
as well, including no teaching of relaying signals via a landline at all. 

II. Claims 3-9. 18. and 21-22 

The Office Action rejected Claims 3-9, 18, and 21-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Akhteruzzaman in view of Hardman and further in view of U.S. 

Patent No. 5,239,586 to Marui ( u MaruF). 

The combination of Akhteruzzaman, Hardman. and Marui also fails to teach or 
suggest all of the limitations of the independent claims 
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As established above, neither Akhteruzzaman nor Hardman teaches all of the 
limitations of the independent claims. Combining Ihese references with Marui does not remedy 
this flaw to maintain the rejection of the independent claims in this instant application, because 
Marul faifs to teach or suggest at least the same limitations, disclosing instead a voice 
recognition system. Abstract All of the pending claims are patentable over the combination of 
these references. 

Ill, Claim 19 

The Office Action rejected Claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akhteruzzaman in view of Hardman and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,940,758 to Chavez, Jr. et al {"ChavazT) and U.S. Patent 5,832,378 to Zicker et al (*Zickef)- 
The combination of Akhteruzzaman. Hardman. Chavez and Zicker similarly fails to 
teach or suggest all of the limitations of the independent claims 

As established above, neither Akhteruzzaman nor Hardman teaches all of the 
limitations of the independent claims. Combining these references with Chavez and Zicker 
also does not sustain the rejection of the independent claims in this instant application, because 
both Chavez and Zicker fail to teach or suggest at least the limitations discussed in (i), above. 
Rather, Zicker discloses handsets (32) which automatically switch between a standard cellular 
radiotelephone mode of operation (1901) and an enhanced cordless mode (1420) when the 
handsets (32) are within range of pico cells. Abstract Chavez discloses processing the 
movement of a wireless set from one paging zone to another paging zone or from one base 
station to another base station. Abstract All of the pending claims are patentable over the 
combination of these references. 

iv. Claim 20 

The Office Action rejected Claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Akhteruzzaman in view of Hardman and further in view of U.S. Patent 

Application No. 2002/016293 to Ptasinski, Jr. et al (Ptastnskr). 

The combination of Akhteruzzaman, Hardman. and Ptaslnskl fails to teach or 
suggest all of the limitations of the Independent claims 

As established above, neither Akhteruzzaman nor Hardman teaches all of the 

limitations of the independent claims. Combining these references with Ptasinski also does 

not sustain the rejection of the independent claims in this instant application, because 
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Ptasinski similarly fails to teach or suggest at least the limitations discussed in (i), above. 
Rather, Ptasinski discloses a method and apparatus for calibrating a rechargeable battery for 
mobile telephones and other electronic devices. Abstract. 

With respect to Claim 25, Akhieruzzaman does not teach breaking a circuit 
between the landline because Akhteruzzaman is premised on the disruption of the landline 
triggering transmission via the wireless device. Thus, it would not be necessary to break the 
circuit if the landline is already disrupted. 

IV. PRIOR ART MADE OF RECORD BUT NOT RELIED UPON 

None of the other references cited anticipate or render the Applicants invention 
obvious, because all fail to disclose, teach or suggest all of the limitations of the independent 
claims remaining in this application. 

Rasanen et al discloses transmitting information from a local system to a mobile 
terminal in close proximity to the local system via a local wireless communication link. 

Petite discloses an automated system for requesting service of a vending 
machine wherein sensors generate output signals that are input to a transmitter disposed at 
(typically within) the vending machine, which transmits the encoded message, preferably via 
radio frequency transmission. 

Harris teaches protection against use of a radio device l such as a cellular 
phone, at a combustible delivery station such as a gas station, wherein one aspect uses a 
wireless protocol to detect an operating cellular phone 

Mendard discloses system that provides for alarm and other signals received 
from a security or other type of detection system to be verified by a remote user 
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V. CONCLUSION 



For at least the above reasons, Applicant respectfully requests allowance of the 



claims pending in this case and issuance of a patent containing these claims in due course. 
Should Examiner D'Agosta believe that a telephone conference would be useful to resolve any 
concerns and move this application to allowance, Examiner D'Agosta is respectfully requested 
to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. Otherwise, Applicant 
respectfully requests timely issuance of a Notice of Allowance for the present application. 



PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.136(a), Applicant herewith petitions that the period for 



response to the Office Action dated August 2, 2005, in connection with above-identified 
application be extended for 1 month, to and including December 2, 2005. Payment for the 
Petition for Extension of Time is enclosed and the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge 
any additional fees or credit any overpayment to Deposit Order Account No. 50-3447. 



Dated: December 2, 2005 

Parks Knowlton LLC 

1117 Perimeter Center West 

Suite W307 

Atlanta, Georgia 30338 

(678) 325-6602 

(678) 325-6605 facsimile 

Attorney Docket No.: C03-0033-000 



Respectfully submitted, 




Cyitthia Parks 
Reg. No. 52,096 
Attorney for Applicant 
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